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UFRGS Model United Nations 2006 

 
Historical Committee 
United Nations Security Council – 1948 
 

 

Esteemed delegates, 

 

It is with great pleasure that we welcome you to the Historical United Nations Security 
Council, UFRGSMUN’s first historical committee. This year, we will embark on a 
journey back to 1948 to discuss the India-Pakistan conflict over Kashmir, an issue that, 
almost 60 years later, still remains unresolved. 

The chair of the committee is composed of Law and International Relations students of 
the Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul. Anne Caroline Diesel de Oliveira, 
currently attending her 8th semester of Law, is one of the directors. She has participated in 
several MUNs, both as a delegate and a chair. In 2003, she was a part of UFRGSMUN’s 
administrative staff. In 2004, she was one of the assistant-directors at the Security Council 
and, in last year’s edition, one of the directors of the Commission on Science and 
Technology for Development (SciTech). As a delegate, she represented the Republic of 
Korea in VII AMUN’s UN Reform, Argentina at the Security Council in MONU 2005 
and Germany at NATO in TEMAS earlier this year. 

Larissa Schneider Calza, the other director, is a 6th semester student of International 
Relations. She first participated as a staff member in UFRGSMUN last year as an 
assistant-director at the Special Political and Decolonization Committee (SPECPOL). She 
also took part in the second edition of UFRGSMUN as the German member assigned to 
the International Law Commission (ILC). As for other models, she represented Japan at 
the League of Nations in AMUN 2004, Syria at the General Assembly’s First Committee 
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– Disarmament and International Security (DiSec) in AMUN 2005, Canada at the 
Historical United Nations Security Council in TEMAS 2005, and Germany at NATO in 
TEMAS’s latest edition with Anne. 

Fernando Petry Saraiva, one of the assistant-directors, is in his 4th semester of 
International Relations. This is his first time working with the UFRGSMUN’s staff. He 
represented the Kingdom of Denmark at the Prague Conference in AMUN 2005, Algeria 
at SPECPOL in UFRGSMUN 2005, and the Bishopric of Lübeck in Westphalia’s 
Osnabrück negotiations in TEMAS’s second edition.  

Our team is completed by 6th semester International Relations student Luíza Galiazzi 
Schneider. This is her fourth Model United Nations and first one as a staff member. In 
previous models, she took part in the UFRGSMUN’s Security Council in 2004 and 2005 
as a representative of Pakistan and Brazil, respectively. She also represented Ukraine at 
DiSec in AMUN 2005.  

We have put great effort into making this simulation as fruitful and enjoyable as possible 
for all of you. This study guide, while being the basis for your preparation, consists only 
of a starting point for your research, and we strongly encourage you to look for other 
information sources. Also, so as to keep up to date with the latest developments in the 
committee and in the conference, we urge you to regularly check UFRGSMUN’s website, 
www.ufrgs.br/ufrgsmun, and to join our e-group by sending an e-mail to 
hunsc1948_ufrgsmun2006-subscribe@yahoogroups.com.  

Finally, for purposes of realism, from this point onwards, this guide will be written in the 
perspective of 1948. 

See you in April!  

Warmest Regards, 

 

Anne Caroline Diesel de Oliveira 
Director 
anne.diesel@ufrgs.br 

 
 
Larissa Schneider Calza 
Director 
larissa.calza@ufrgs.br 
 

Fernando Petry Saraiva 
Assistant-Director 
fernando.saraiva@ufrgs.br 

 
 
Luíza Galiazzi Schneider 
Assistant-Director 
galiazzi.schneider@ufrgs.br 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

UNSC’s General Background 
 

Less than three years ago, fifty-nine countries signed the United Nations Charter in San 
Francisco with the hope and purpose to protect future generations from the “scourge of war”, 
as stated in its Preamble. In order to be more successful than its predecessor – the League of 
Nations –, a body has been created within the organization with the special purpose of 
dealing with any threats to international peace and security: the Security Council. 

The Security Council is the only organ in the United Nations in which decisions are of 
binding character. Its primary responsibility is the maintenance of international peace and 
security, from which many others arise, such as the investigation of any disputes that could 
lead to a breach of peace, determine when an actual breach of peace occurs and what 
measures shall be taken, decide what non-military measures shall be taken – such as 
economic sanctions – and call upon the appropriate UN bodies to implement them, as well as 
take military actions against an aggressor. The Council is composed of eleven members, five 
of which are permanent: the Republic of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States 
of America. The other six non-permanent members are elected by the General Assembly for 
two-year mandates, taking into account contributions to the UN and equitable geographic 
distribution. Currently, the non-permanent members of the Security Council are Belgium, 
Canada, Colombia, Syria and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

For any substantive decision to be approved, it needs an affirmative vote of seven members 
of the Council, including the concurring votes of the permanent members, independently of 
quorum or abstentions. This grants each of the permanent members a so-called veto power, 
as one vote against from any of them will prevent the draft resolution from being approved.1 
The non-permanent members also have what can be considered a sixth veto power, as, if five 
of them jointly decide to vote against a draft resolution, it will not pass either. 

                                                
1 Abstentions have come to be considered as neutral votes through precedents created by the Council’s 39th 
meeting in 29 April 1946 and 131st meeting of 18 April 1947, in which the USSR and the US respectively 
abstained from voting and made it clear that they did it so that this would not prevent the resolution from being 
approved. Please check the chapter on Voting of the Repertoire of the United Nations Security Council, available 
at http://www.un.org/Depts/dpa/repertoire/46-51_04.pdf. Last accessed: 10 May 2006. 
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The India-Pakistan Question:  
The situation in the Jammu and Kashmir State 
    
By Anne Caroline Diesel de Oliveira, Larissa Schneider Calza, Fernando Petry 
Saraiva and Luíza Galiazzi Schneider. 
 

        
“Rare times in mankind’s history it has been seen the 
spectacle of two civilizations so vast and  deeply 
developed, although so radically different, as  the 
Muslim and Hindu ones, who meet and mix with 
each other. The evident contrasts between the ample 
cultural and religious divergences make peculiarly 
instructive the history of their collision.”2 

 
 

1 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 The Jammu and Kashmir State 

The conflict that is occurring in the state of Jammu and Kashmir cannot be explained by 
simple reasons. It is a complex problem, that involves multiple facts and perspectives. To 
analyze it, one must understand the historical path of the state of Jammu and Kashmir, 
perceiving its social and political peculiarities and also the cultural mosaic that was created 
throughout its history. Moreover, one must link these historical patterns to the recent process 
of independence of the British India Colony, observing the connection between the process 
of independence and the religious and social distinctions. Understanding the rivalry between 
Hindus and Muslims, the dynamics of the British dominion in India and how these factors 
culminated in the emancipation of two countries, instead of one, is the key to solve this 
crisis. 

                                                
2 MARSHALL, John. Cambridge History of India. v. III, p.568, apud QADIR, Abdul. Las influencias culturales del 
Islam. In.: GARRAT, G.T. (ed.) El Legado de India. Madrid: Ediciones Pégaso, 1950, p. 410 (our translation). 
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The region of Jammu and Kashmir, as a great part of the Indian peninsula, belonged to the 
Muslim and Afghan Mogul Empire. When this Empire fell “(...) India became the 
battleground of rival potentates carving out kingdoms from its derelict dominion”.3 In the 
northwest region, in which Jammu and Kashmir is included, the Sikh Empire became the 
most notorious authority, in 1801. Inside the Sikh Empire, there were small kingdoms ruled 
by princes – the Dogra princes, mostly Hindu – which had some autonomy inside their 
territory, paying taxes to the Sikh Emperor.4  

This system functioned well until the British arrived. Great Britain, at first, had only a 
commercial interest in India, exercised by the private British West India Company. 
However, the commercial interest became also political and economical, due to the changing 
characteristics of the international system and Britain’s new position on it. The Sikhs resisted 
bravely, yielding their dominions to the British only after repeated defeats in the First Anglo-
Sikh War, in 1846 and in the Second Anglo-Sikh War, in 1849. 

Once the Sikh Empire was no longer a threat “the kingdoms whose existence was tolerated, 
as Kashmir (…), became vassals, isolated from each other, and which separated were very 
weak against the British power”.5 Within the British control, they had almost complete 
autonomy inside their states, leaving for the conquerors their foreign and military policies. 
The Jammu and Kashmir state was one of these. For Britain, this represented considerable 
advantages, since it diminished the conquest’s political and economical costs and also 
guaranteed the princes’ loyalty to the British, once their internal sovereignty was secured 
too. The former native elite – the princes and the Mogul’s descendants – tried yet again to 
recover their power in the Revolt of 1857, known also as the First War of Independence. In 
spite of the defeat of the rebels, Britain recognized the weakness of the West India Company, 
nationalized it and became the political authority in India in 1858. 

 

1.2 The British Dominion 

The British dominion in India had two mechanisms to control the population: the number of 
natives inside the administrative staff and the organization of the army. The administrative 
staff had many more Indian than British members.6 Therefore, these public jobs guaranteed 
the satisfaction of the native elite and, consequently, a deeper control of the masses. Besides 
this enormous administrative bureaucracy, the armed forces, though the base of which had 
the majority of Hindus, were controlled by the British. It is interesting to observe that once 
the British did not have enough population to control the whole colony, they created ways of 
using the massive Indian population without allowing them the power of government. 

                                                
3 HALIFAX, The Earl of. India: two hundred years. Foreign Affairs, v. 26, n. 000001, Oct. 1947, p. 104. 
4 It was a system that could be compared to feudalism.  
5 PANIKKAR, K.M. A dominação ocidental na Ásia: Do século XV aos nossos dias. Primeiro Volume. Rio de 
Janeiro: Editora Saga, 1965, p. 112 (our translation). 
6 In the top administrative positions, the British were the majority, alongside the participation of important native 
families. The mass participation of the native population was in secondary administrative positions. 
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Upon these administrative mechanisms, there was the viceroy who was chosen among 
British nobles and politicians and whose main function was to govern India for five years (a 
period that could be extended). The viceroy was advised by an Executive Council that was 
composed of seven members of high administrative positions, four British and three Indian, 
also nominated by the Crown. 

The relations between the British metropolis and the Indian colonized territory were not 
different from the relations with the other colonies, as, for example, the commercial relations 
between primary and industrial products. Also, the great flow of investments from the 
metropolis was a repeated variable in the colonization process. In India, the investments 
reached 25% of the total international British investment.7 Investments in infra-structure 
such as railroads and irrigation channels improved the conditions of production in the 
country. The native population, however, perceived these relations and “improvements” as 
exploitation and, mainly after the First and Second World Wars, came to act more as an 
opponent to the metropolis.8 

The two World Wars had a deep impact in the relations between the colony and Britain. It is 
clear that the rancor has its roots within the domination and exploitation of the colonial 
system, but the nationalist wave that blossomed internationally from the two World Wars 
gave the colonies ideas and perspectives to their nations. It was not different in India, 
influencing in a great way its internal politics and society.  

In the end of First War of Independence, in 1857, the British blamed mostly the Muslims, 
aggravating their sense of exclusion. Since that, the Hindus became more developed and 
national feeling gained force inside the Hindu urban classes. Due to that, the British 
government transferred its “aid” to the Muslims. The first British movement in response to 
that growing national feeling was the Indian Councils Act of 1909, commonly known as the 
Morley-Minto Reforms, which allowed for the first time Indians to participate in their own 
government. The Muslims were not satisfied, once they were a minority and this system 
would further isolate them. In an attempt of benefiting the Muslim community, exclusive 
seats were created for them in a number proportionally larger than their population, in which 
only Muslims could vote. These measures could be viewed as an attempt of the British to 
“help” the Muslims. The other two relevant measures by the British government were the 
Government of India Acts of 1919 and of 1935,9 which influenced more the relations 
between the colony and Britain. 

                                                
7 Out of ₤850 million pounds, ₤350 million were assigned to India debt bonds and ₤500 million to industrial 
investments. (GÜNTHER, John. O drama da Ásia. Porto Alegre: Editora da Livraria do Globo, 1939, p. 471, our 
translation). 
8 “You gentleman, British, committed a great crime against my people. During a century you are doing everything 
in our place; you did not give us any position of responsibility in the government, neither allowing us to learn 
through our mistakes. If we are not capable of or do not have the experience to control our own business is 
because the gentleman never gave us one opportunity”. (Mahatma Gandhi in an interview for the Times, 1937 
apud GÜNTHER, O drama da Ásia, p. 473, our translation). 
9 The Government of India Act of 1919, also known as the Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms gave more authority to 
the provinces of India, although maintaining the viceroy’s loyalty to Great Britain. The Government India Act of 
1935, a deeper 1919’s Act, granted the provinces autonomy, transforming India in a federative state. Besides, in 
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1.3 The Hindu-Muslim Rivalry 

The political changes only helped worsen the relations between Hindus and Muslims. 
“Fundamentally, of course, the political concessions of the British to the Moslem community 
aggravated the Moslem’s sense of apart-ness, gave him [the Moslem] political power beyond 
his capacity to handle properly, and set up a friction, politically, between the two 
communities (…)”.10 For the Hindus, it meant an injustice, once the Muslims gained more 
seats than they should, in comparison with the Muslim population. 

The rivalry has been worsened because its roots are deeply in the history not only of the 
Jammu and Kashmir state, but in India as a whole, once the social and political conditions of 
India promoted the polarization and the embattlement between the two groups.  

The Indian society is divided in birth castes, which have their origins in Hinduism.11 There 
are four main castes:12 the Brahmin, who are the wise men and priests, the Kshatriya, who 
are the warriors, the Vaishya, who are the merchants and the Shudra, people who serve the 
other castes. Below these castes, there are people who do not have a caste, the Dalit or 
“untouchables”. They are a definitely socially excluded class of the Hinduism and Indian 
society. Any person from one of the other castes cannot marry, talk to or even touch a dalit, 
and for these excluded people are reserved social functions considered “not noble”. These 
pariahs formed an important population substratum for the Muslims, once inside the Islam 
those people could have a social insertion and could avoid the Hindu segregation. 

The origins of the Muslim population of India are linked with the past Mogul Empire. A 
great part of the Muslims nowadays are descendants of landowners of that time who “(...) 
soon found themselves outstripped economically by Hindu and Parsi (of Persian origin) 
merchants who formed the new urban industrialist and banker class”.13 Besides this class of 
grand landowners, the Muslims counted on a great population that worked in more degrading 
jobs than the Hindus and also in the mass conversion of the pariahs to the Islam. Thus the 
substratum of the Muslim population can help us foresee the roots of the Muslim hatred as it 
is a religiously excluded class formed by both a class of landowners left behind and an 
enormous population working in inferior jobs. 

Therefore, the internal opposition between Muslims and Hindus is historical and cannot be 
understood only as a confrontation of religions. “Rather Hinduism and Islam have performed 
                                                                                                                                                 
the provincial assemblies more Indian representatives could be elected and the right to vote was extended to 
thirty million Indians. In the latter, also, some regions were separated from India, as Burma. 
10 JONES, George. India Today. Far Eastern Survey, v. 16, n. 20, Berkeley, 1947, p. 229-232. 
11 In the beginnings of the Indian civilization, the migrations of an ethnic group from the North, called Arias, 
dislocated the native population – of darker skin – who inhabited the Indian peninsula. The territory’s fertility 
allowed the establishment of the Arias, who once they became superior, created the caste system. This system 
was created to avoid the mixture between the two groups. In spite of the attempt, the two groups mixed with 
each other, originating the nowadays Hindus. Despite that, the institutions of the castes remained and together 
with the animist religion of the Arias became the bases of Hinduism. (GÜNTHER, O drama da Ásia. p. 374) 
12 The castes divide themselves in subcastes, by profession, place of birth, etc., but for the analysis here 
proposed the main four are enough. 
13 THORNER, Daniel. Hindu-Moslem Conflict in India. Far Eastern Survey, v. 17, n. 7, Berkeley, 1948, p. 77. 
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a much wider range of social functions. They still provide the sanction which gives each 
individual his place in society, his code of social relations, and his guide to personal 
behavior. Each religion gives a certain sense of community feeling to those born within its 
ranks and a sense of distinctness and difference from those outside the fold”.14 Regarding 
this, the differences between them were not only of belief but of social and economic 
position. 

Muslims, as a minority, were segregated not only religiously, but economically and socially, 
being the poorest contingent of population in India. Yet, Muslims had the tradition of 
landowning and were left behind by the industrialist and merchant class, mainly Hindu, and 
also by the banker class, once the Koran forbids them of practicing usury. This poor 
economic situation, combined with the religious and social contradictions and the feeling of 
historical domination, created the conditions to the sprouting of an anti-Hindu feeling inside 
the Muslim community. This feeling, sometimes reinforced by a Hindu negligence to the 
Muslims’ social and economical problems, provided the basis to the Muslim nationalistic 
movement. 

The Hindus, in the other hand, were opposed to this landowning class since the British 
arrival. “The establishment of European commercial centers in the main coast regions of 
India caused the appearance of a powerful Indian capitalist class, deeply linked to the foreign 
merchants (…). [This new class] linked to the foreign merchants and fiercely opposed (…) to 
the Muslims’ yoke would change the political and economical structures of India and 
Asia”.15 Furthermore, the resentment towards the Muslims grew after the failure of the first 
civil disobedience, in 1922. In that moment, the Muslim leader, Mohammed Ali Jinnah left 
the Nationalist Movement and decided to fortify the Muslim League. The decision about 
fighting for the partition of the country instead of uniting against the British dominion left 
deep scars in the Hindu community.  

Therefore the rivalry between Hindus and Muslims can be understood by several reasons: the 
opposite beliefs and habits of the two religions and also the “sense of community” of each 
one, the historical path of domination and social segregation and the British policy towards 
the colony that, as shown above, influenced in a great way the communities’ feelings. These 
characteristics created two opposite players, in a field of disintegrating international 
conjuncture and arising nationalisms, who decided to resolve their problems by the means of 
force. 

2 STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 
 

As previously stated, the origin of the tensions present in Kashmir lies in the rivalry between 
Hindus and Muslims, for both religious and socio-economic reasons. One must not forget, 

                                                
14 THORNER, Daniel. Hindu-Moslem Conflict in India, p. 77. 
15 PANIKKAR, A dominação ocidental na Ásia, p. 107 (our translation). 



 9 

however, the key role that the way the independence of British India occurred has had on 
aggravating the issue. 

 

2.1 The Independence Process 

The nationalist feelings and the desire of independence that were already present in many 
segments of the Indian population spread out even more after the end of World War I. It was 
around then that the Indian National Congress started its path towards becoming the most 
important actor in the independence of India. 

The India National Congress, a major political party in India, was founded in 1885. It 
initially represented the interests of the upper-middle class Hindu elite in the colony and did 
not want independence. After what was then known as “The Great War”, nevertheless, it 
changed its stance and became opposed to the British Rule. It was in this context that 
Mahatma Gandhi became notorious, not only among the elite and middle classes, but also 
among the Hindu peasants and even the Muslims, as he championed the cause of the 
Ottoman caliph, whose empire would be dismembered by the Allies in the aftermath of the 
war. 

Gandhi defended an attitude of satyagraha (or “peaceful resistance”). Its three principles 
were satya (truth), ahimsa (the non-infliction of violence on others), and tapasya (self-
sacrifice).  One of the first actions advocated by the Congress in that sense was the non-
payment of taxes and a boycott to British cotton and other manufactured goods, schools and 
even courts of law and councils, among others.16 This would, consequently, result in a 
greater reliance on Indian products and institutions, making India gradually more self-
sufficient. Gandhi’s plan was, by the end of 1921, to achieve a state of svaraj, which he 
defined as a state in which “we can maintain our separate existence without the presence of 
the English”.17  

It is necessary to point out some of the other leadership figures of great importance during 
the journey towards independence. Inside the Congress, Chittanranjan Das of Bengal, 
Motilal Nehru of Uttar Pradesh and Mohammad Ali Jinnah (the latter would later leave the 
Congress and become the leader of the Muslim League,18 another relevant political party 
whose importance would increase in the late 1930’s) adopted a more conservative position 
than Gandhi’s, but soon saw themselves won over by his call for revolution. One should also 
remember that, besides the more conservative leaders, there was also a more radical wing 
which defended the use of violence in the struggle for independence. The failure in 

                                                
16 This boycott was determined by a resolution approved on the Congress’s special session in 1919 at Calcutta. 
For more detailed information, see WOLPERT, Stanley. A New History of India. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2004, p. 302. 
17 GANDHI, Mahatma apud WOLPERT, Stanley. A New History of India…, p. 304 
18 The All India Muslim League was founded in the beginning of the century to defend the interests of the Muslim 
Community in British India. It would become one of the most influential political parties in the British Raj – the 
original name of the Indian Empire – , greatly responsible for the partition, in 1947, of British India in two 
Dominions, India and Pakistan. 
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accomplishing svaraj by the time initially proposed, and the alleged vagueness of Gandhi’s 
plans in the issue also helped further escalate divergences. 

The importance of youth leaders, such as Subhas Chandra Bose and Jawarhal Nehru, must 
not be underestimated. They were heads of India’s youth and peasant societies (kisan 
sabhas) and of several labor organizations, which, according to Wolpert, “broadened the 
base of Indian public consciousness and reflected the accelerated pace of urbanization and 
modernization after World War One”.19 Only in the first half of 1920, these organizations 
managed to mobilize 1 million workers on 200 different strikes. 

The acts of civil disobedience continued throughout 1921, culminating in a boycott to the 
visit of the Prince of Whales in November. There was strong government repression, and, by 
the end of the year, around 20,000 Indians had been imprisoned.  

In the beginning of 1922, Gandhi was arrested and charged with “promoting dissatisfaction 
towards the Government established by law” – something that would occur two other times 
in the two following decades. At the same time, the British did make some concessions, 
increasing the possibility of participation of Indians in the government through the 
Government of India Act of 1921.20 The new strategy of the Congress would then be the 
“non-cooperation from within councils”. C. R. Das and M. Nehru believed that, by internally 
paralyzing the government machinery, svaraj would be achieved more quickly. More liberal 
reforms were made in an attempt to win support from the Indian middle-class, such as the 
admission of Indians into military officer training and the abolishment of the cotton excise. 
The latter came, however, in exchange of the doubling of the salt tax,21 which greatly 
affected the more impoverished layers of the Indian society. 

Gandhi’s new focus became the plight of the “untouchables”. His efforts were reasonably 
successful, with Hindu temples opening their doors and roads outside their walls to the 
“children of God”, as Gandhi called them. Even the conservatives elected in 1925 for the 
government in the United Kingdom supported this particular endeavor. In 1927, Britain 
appointed a seven-man Indian Statutory Commission, to formulate the next constitutional 
reforms. It was widely rejected for its lack of presence of Indians. This led to the call, by the 
Congress, of an All-Parties Congress so as to draft a new Constitution for India. The result 

                                                
19 WOLPERT, Stanley. A New History of India…. p. 304. It is also very important to remind that the urbanization 
and modernization did not mean economic growth. As a matter of fact, many regions of India, after World War 
One, entered a grave economic crisis, and much of the urbanization was a direct result of the rural exodus due 
to the extreme poverty.  
20 This act transformed both the Legislative and Executive organs. The Central Legislative Council became a 
bicameral parliament, composed by an Imperial Legislative Assembly with 140 members (100 of them elected) 
and a Council of State with 60 members (40 of them elected). Around five million Indians would be able to vote 
on the elections for the provincial councils, one million, for the elections for the Assembly, and seventeen 
thousand, for the Council of State. The viceroy’s Executive Council would have at least three Indian members 
and many ministries – such as education, public health and agriculture – were left in charge to Indians on a 
provincial level.  
21 Besides being a commodity every Indian required, its production was an official and heavily taxed monopoly. It 
was illegal for anyone else to produce or commercialize salt, and even the personal use of  natural salt could 
result in arrest.  
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was a document proposing a “Commonwealth of India”, which would still remain within the 
Empire. 

With the increase of government repression and the realization that working through the 
councils had been an unsuccessful plan, the Congress, in 1929, under the presidency of 
Jawarhalal Nehru raised its political demands to a purna svaraj (“complete independence”). 
In the following year, Gandhi chose the already described salt tax issue as his new way of 
mass mobilization, leading a march of 79 men to the coast, where he picked natural salt and 
encouraged every Indian to disrespect the regulations regarding it. 

The British government then held three Round Table Conferences of Reforms, none of 
which achieved any significant results, as the government’s White Paper, which turned into 
the Government of India Act of 1935 – India’s last British-made Constitution –,22 contained 
very little of the conclusions that were reached.   

Provincial autonomy was inaugurated in 1937, with nationwide elections. Around 35 million 
Indians had the right to vote, including women and some untouchables. They represented an 
undoubted victory of the Congress, which won 716 seats against 109 (out of 482 available 
for Muslims) of the Muslim League. It was then that Jinnah increased his efforts in 
expanding the influence of the League to the Muslim masses. His quest was helped by the 
great corruption and inefficiency that marked the first Congress-led autonomous provincial 
governments. This failure also escalated the preexistent internal dissents in India’s largest 
political party. 

World War Two had a great impact on most colonies, and in India it was no different. The 
Congress was indeed very upset about not being consulted on the decision to go to war. 
Inflation once again deteriorated the living conditions of the peasants. Discontentment and 
nationalism triggered a series of mutinies and riots, killing thousands of people. The Raj, 
however, proved itself more resilient than expected, repressing the rebels. 

During the conflict, tensions between the Congress and the League also escalated, with both 
sides unwilling to make concessions. Jinnah became closer to the British, which resulted in a 
greater representation allocated in the assemblies and councils of the interim government 
established after the war. As the end of the hostilities neared, it became clear that Britain did 
not wish to have India as its colony any longer. Even leaders such as Churchill, who had 
always been against Indian separatism, were convinced of the necessity of independence. 

Many British efforts began in the attempt to reconcile the Congress and the League’s 
differences so as to maintain India unified after independence. They were, nevertheless, 
unfruitful, and even Jawarhalal Nehru saw himself recognizing the unfeasibility of the 
enterprise after more civil unrest and a deadlock in which the government found itself 

                                                
22 The Act created a “Federation of India”, consisted of eleven totally responsible governors’ provinces, the 
princely states, and some centrally administered areas called chief commissioners’ provinces. Due to 
disagreements with the princes, however, this federation never came into existence. 



 12 

dealing with due to the finance minister of the interim government, a member of the 
League.23 

In March 22, 1947, Lord Louis Mountbatten arrived in Delhi to assume the position of 
viceroy – the last India would have. He played a key role in defining the last terms for the 
independence of British India. In July 15, the House of Commons proclaimed that in exactly 
one month two independent Dominions would be established in India – India and Pakistan. 
A boundary commission was constituted under the command of the legal expert Sir Cyril 
Radcliffe. 

The Indian Independence Act established that the independent Dominion of India would be 
consisted of the United Provinces, Central Provinces, Bombay Presidency, Madras 
Presidency, the Carnatic, East Punjab, West Bengal, Assam, the Northeast Frontier, the 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands and the Lakshadweep Islands. West Punjab, East Bengal, 
Baluchistan and Sindh were united under the Dominion of Pakistan, “divided in two parts 
separated by more than 1,000 miles of foreign territory and differing markedly in climate, 
crops, population density and general culture.”24 Both Dominions, although independent, 
would still have the King of England as their head of state – represented by the Governor-
General of India and the Governor-General of Pakistan – and would be a part of the 
Commonwealth, being free to leave it whenever they wished to do so. 

As for the princely states, they would be released of all commitments with the British 
Empire, having the option to accede to either to one of the Dominions or not. Their unique 
situation would be the cause for intense conflict between the two newly founded countries.  

Soon after independence, a mass migration started; it was estimated that around six million 
people – Hindus fleeing Pakistan and Muslims, India – relocated, of which one million died. 
This would only be the first of many problems that would arise from the partition. “As 
subsequent events show, the ‘settlement’ of 1947 was less a solution than the means for 
transferring power – and the responsibility of India’s manifold problems.”25 

 
2.2 Jammu and Kashmir during the Independence Process 

The independence movement in India, and especially Gandhi’s ideas of civil disobedience, 
had great influence in Kashmir. In the early 1930s took place the first large-scale action 
against the Maharajah’s26 regime. The added strain caused by a Hindu administration 
governing a Muslim majority led the Maharajah to grant some civil liberties and establish a 
legislature. 

                                                
23 Liaquat Ali Khan, the Congress government’s minister of finance, used his powers to prevent many 
departments from functioning by arresting funds. 
24 DAVIS, Kingsley. India and Pakistan: The Demography of Partition. Pacific Affairs, v. 22, n. 3, Vancouver, 
1949, p. 255. 
25 JONES, George E. India Today. Far Eastern Survey, v. 16, n. 20, Berkeley, 1947, p. 231. 
26 The Maharajah was the title used for the ruler of sovereign states, such as the princely states, before the 
independence. 
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The main figure in the Kashmiri movement was Sheikh Mohammed Abdullah, a young 
Moslem teacher of middle-class that founded the All-Jammu and Kashmir Moslem 
Conference. On the advice of Nehru, in 1938 its name was changed to the All-Jammu and 
Kashmir National Conference, and membership became open to all Kashmiris, with several 
Hindus and Sikhs joining its ranks. 

In 1944, following its strengthening in World War Two, the Conference proposed a plan for 
a “New Kashmir”: a democratic constitutional monarchy with a planned economy. After the 
war, when discussions regarding the independence of India were at their peak, and once 
again influenced by Nehru – this time, by the idea that the people, and not the Princes, 
should be consulted about the future of the princely states –, Abdullah denounced the Treaty 
of Amritsar, which had formalized Kashmir’s sale to the Dogras and “called upon the 
Maharajah to ‘Quit Kashmir!’”.27 As the Moslem Conference refused to support this slogan, 
the Maharajah’s government strongly repressed the movement, arresting Abdullah and many 
others, resulting in further civil unrest. 

 
2.3 Jammu and Kashmir after Independence 

The dispute over Jammu and Kashmir was inevitable, as the Independence Act failed to 
settle the issue of the princely states, leaving its resolution to India and Pakistan. Being a 
major princedom, Kashmir “was in the unique position of having all three choices 
geographically feasible”,28 as it shared boundaries with both India and Pakistan. Its 
boundaries with China and Afghanistan made it of strategic position to both Dominions. 
Bearing that in mind, Maharajah proposed, immediately before the partition, a Standstill 
Agreement to each of them, which was only accepted by Pakistan. This agreement forbade 
Kashmir of making agreements with other countries without prior notification to Pakistan, 
which assumed the responsibilities of carrying communication and supply functions for 
Kashmir.29 

Initially, it was thought that, were Kashmir to accede to either country, it would be Pakistan, 
as the Maharajah’s main political enemy, Sheikh Abdullah, had a pro-India stance. 
Following events, however, turned out to change that.  

Violence in the region started in Poonch, near the Pakistan border, in the end of August, as 
popular demands against the local government were denied constitutional channels, causing 
riots to erupt. They were quickly repressed by the Kashmiri state troops, which led several 
villagers to evacuate their families to Pakistan and return with arms. Armed Pakistanis also 
began to take part in the conflict and, in retaliation, Hindus in Jammu started driving out 
Muslims from border areas, further deteriorating the relations between Pakistan and 
Kashmir. 

                                                
27 THORNER, Alice. The Issues in Kashmir. Far Eastern Survey, v. 17, n. 15, Berkeley, 1948, p. 173. 
28 THORNER, Alice. The Issues in Kashmir, p. 175 
29 MAYFIELD, Robert C. A Geographic Study of the Kashmir Issue. Geographical Review, v. 45, n. 2, New York, 
1955, p. 182. 
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The first attempt to reach out to India was made in September, with the release of Sheikh 
Abdullah, which still defended that Kashmir’s accession should be decided by the people.  

Pakistani pressure increased in the first week of October, with the announcement of the 
establishment of an Azad (Free) Kashmir Provisional Government at Rawalpindi, in the 
West Punjab. Pakistan’s official radio started launching attacks on Abdullah, depicted as a 
puppet of the Dogra regime. Many Muslim organizations issued warnings against Kashmir’s 
accession to India. The Kashmiri government responded to this pressure by restricting 
manifestations of pro-Pakistan sentiment, suspending the Legislative Assembly and speeding 
the construction of a road connecting Jammu to East Punjab, in India. The Maharajah issued 
a statement accusing Pakistan of a virtual blockade of supplies and of infiltration of armed 
raiders as a way to pressure Kashmir. After a reply of the Pakistani Prime Minister denying 
all accusations, “large armed bands crossed the Pakistan-Kashmir border and overpowered 
the State forces in the frontier town of Muzaffarabad, at foot of the Kashmir Valley road to 
Srinagar”.30 

The Maharajah fled to Jammu and sent an emissary to negotiate aid with India. India 
imposed accession as a condition, and, on October 27, Kashmir’s instrument of accession 
was officially accepted by Lord Louis Mountbatten, with the provision that a plebiscite 
should be called for as soon as circumstances allowed to confirm it. On that same day, India 
troops arrived in Srinagar by air and, together with local militias, managed to secure the 
capital. Abdullah was sworn in as the head of an emergency administration and, within a 
month, the Kashmir Valley was cleared.  

That did not mean that Pakistan had stopped supporting rebels and facilitating their entry in 
Kashmir through its borders. Many raiders used Pakistan as their base, entering Kashmir for 
large scale sorties and soon returning to the other Dominion. As Indian forces could not 
follow them for fear of instigating an international conflict and discussions on a cabinet level 
were unsuccessful, India, on January 1, 1948, took the issue to the United Nations Security 
Council. 

 
2.4 Pakistan and Kashmir 

Pakistan defends that Kashmir is more deeply connected to it, as stated by Minister of 
Foreign Relations Muhammad Zafrulla Khan: “It is well known that (…) every factor on the 
basis of which the question of accession should be determined – population, cultural and 
religious bonds, the flow of trade, the economic situation, communications, the geographical 
position, strategic consideration – points insistently in the direction of the accession of 
Kashmir to Pakistan”.31  

Even though Kashmir’s population is mostly Muslim, that alone does not mean closer ties to 
Pakistan, as, due to its history of occupation and domination by various peoples, Kashmir is 
                                                
30 THORNER, Alice. The Issues in Kashmir, p. 176  
31 KHAN, Muhammad apud MAYFIELD, Robert C. A Geographic Study of the Kashmir Issue, p. 186. 
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a culturally and religiously heterogeneous region where different ethnicities and religions 
have, for the most part, coexisted peacefully. 

As for its geographical position, Kashmir is indeed more integrated to Pakistan, as both share 
the same hydrographic basin – the Indus River and its tributaries. Furthermore, there are no 
hills alongside the Pakistan-Kashmir border, as is India’s case. This condition also explains 
why Kashmir is more integrated to Pakistan in terms of roads, railroads and inland 
navigation routes, including the only highway that remains open to the Vale in the winter. 
Nevertheless, communications in Kashmir cannot be considered satisfactory, and Pakistan 
has no definite plan for their improvement.  

As for Kashmir’s economy, its main commodities are timber and dried fruits and vegetables. 
There is a small cottage industry in the region as well. Timber is mostly transported through 
the Jhelum River, which passes through Pakistani territory, and its main market is West 
Pakistan. Dried fruits and vegetables, on the other hand, have found its main markets in 
India’s largest cities. The same applies for products of cottage industries. Tourism is also an 
important source of revenue in Kashmir. It is difficult to use it as an argument for either side, 
however: although most of tourists in Kashmir, before independence, hailed from India, their 
near totality entered the territory through what is now Pakistan. Articles imported by 
Kashmir are of such small volume that either country could easily supply them, reducing 
their importance as a factor.32 

Pakistan’s main reasons for wanting to control Kashmir are, undoubtedly, the development 
of hydroelectric power and the protection of water sources for irrigation. The latter has been 
greatly used in an attempt to sway international opinion, exaggerating both India’s will and 
capacity to “shut off Pakistan’s water supply”.  Moreover, while the concerns for irrigation 
are most certainly justified when considering possible future developments, “too much 
emphasis has been put on control of Kashmir as vital to Pakistan’s economic existence”.33  

As for strategic consideration, two main arguments are made by Pakistan. The first resides in 
its military vulnerability in its western part without Kashmir as, were India to control 
Kashmir, “there would be no longer natural defense lines between the two countries”.34 The 
second, which claims that Pakistan would be in a better position to fight communism if it 
controlled Kashmir, is viewed by many as way of winning support from the West, as 
Pakistan has admitted that the Indian army controls router to Ladakh, which is strategic in 
this aspect, as it is close to Tibet, with routes connecting both regions. 

 

2.5 India and Kashmir 

India’s main claim on Kashmir is legalistic, based on the acceptance, by Lord Mountbatten, 
of the Maharajah’s request for accession. This argument is not to be underestimated, as the 
                                                
32 MAYFIELD, Robert C. A Geographic Study if the Kashmir Issue, pp. 188-189. 
33 MAYFIELD, Robert C. A Geographic Study of the Kashmir Issue, p. 191 
34 MAYFIELD, Robert C. A Geographic Study of the Kashmir Issue, p. 191 
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accession was made in accordance with the Independence Act. Though India has demanded a 
plebiscite to confirm it, this is not one of the conditions demanded by the Act. As for 
economic arguments, India basically defends that Kashmir, being an agricultural economy, 
needs access to “complementary” industrial centers in India, reminding of their leading 
position in cotton textiles and third-ranking sugar among Kashmir’s imports. It also has the 
support of the Hindu majority in Jammu and of the Ladakh district, mainly Buddhist. As for 
strategic position, India’s main concern is with Ladakh, due to its proximity to the Chinese 
border.  

The situation in Kashmir calls for our urgent attention. The issues surrounding the conflict 
itself are of great complexity, and the history of hostility between the groups that now lead 
India and Pakistan only aggravates the matter, which is an important destabilizing factor in 
Asia. The Security Council, therefore, must continue and increase its efforts so as to achieve 
a peaceful and lasting resolution to this question.  

 

2.6 Other Issues 

Other matters also aggravate the relations between India and Pakistan. One of them is 
Junagadh, another princely state that had initially remained undecided about its accession. It 
belonged to the Kathiawar states and was surrounded by other states that chose to accede to 
India. On August 15th, 1947, its leader, the Nawab, surprisingly requested its accession to 
Pakistan. Although Pakistan seemed initially reluctant, as Junagadh was not contiguous to 
Pakistan and its population was mostly Hindu, it accepted the request a month later. India 
refused to accept the validity of the accession, demanding that the people should decide on 
the issue. Tensions escalated as two territories, Mangrol and Barbariawad, claimed by both 
India and Junagadh, announced their decision to accede to India and were occupied by 
Junagadh. 

Furthermore, Pakistan has been accusing Hindus and Sikhs of perpetrating genocide against 
Muslims in East and West Punjab. India, on the other hand, stated that this so-called 
genocide was in fact a communal convulsion, attributed to the ideas preached by the Muslim 
League. 

Pakistan also raised the issue of non-implementation of agreements, especially the one 
regarding the division of military stores – which was still in unsatisfactory condition, as 
India has yet to deliver to Pakistan all of the stores it is supposed to. India has asked the 
Security Council not to become involved in this question, defending they should be and were 
being discussed by the two governments. 
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3 PREVIOUS INTERNATIONAL ACTIONS 
 

As “The India-Pakistan Question” has been quite discussed in the international agenda over 
the latest months, some considerations should be done regarding what actions the 
international community has already taken in order to reach a peaceful solution for this 
matter. 

 

3.1 Relation between Britain and the two dominions 

Since the beginning of the conflict when the British Prime Minister Clement Attlee became 
aware of the invasion that Kashmir suffered from Pakistani tribesmen, the Whitehall35 has 
remained in silence regarding what interests it had in the sub continental area. One must bear 
in mind then the role played by British officers at present, who still take part in both 
administrations, and consider the amount of influence they exercised even on defending 
Whitehall’s policies or ignoring them.36 Despite the instructions by Auchinleck, Supreme 
Commander in India and Pakistan, for these officers not to take part in case of conflict 
between India and Pakistan, the “Stand-Down Instructions”,37 it is fundamental to 
understand their action not only to acknowledge the causes of the conflict but also to 
perceive how the negotiations were handled before the United Nations were brought into 
scene. 

The Governor-General Lord Mountbatten has participated in different stages of the 
negotiation. Still embodied with the spirit of his former viceroy position, he has tried to work 
as a mediator especially between Jawaharlal Nehru and Liaquat Ali Khan, India and Pakistan 
Prime Ministers respectively. His concerns about the possibility of having an inter-dominion 
war have been guiding his positions of not letting Indians make further military response in 
the region, as no official Pakistan participation has been proved yet. This was in accordance 
to the changes made in Britain’s policies over India and Pakistan which now considered 
much more its future interests in both independent countries than impartiality regarding any 
kinds of misunderstandings within the dominions. Still, the decision of flying Indian troops 
into conflict territory left doubts whether this policy has been indeed defended during 
Cabinets reunions. At the same time Attlee has tried to make arrangements for a possible 
meeting between the two Prime Ministers and the Maharajah, but did not give any hope that 
he would judge the question which showed once again Britain’s changing in its policy.38 

In early November, on a meeting with Jinnah, Mountbatten brought the United Nations into 
the discussions. In addition to this, he was imbued with the idea of convincing Nehru that a 
plebiscite in Kashmir once the invaders have been removed should be placed under UN 
auspices. The Governor-General of India realized that the task of solving the problem by 
                                                
35 Whitehall is the name of a road in London where many government buildings are located. 
36 DASGUPTA, C. War and Diplomacy in Kashmir, 1947-48. Delhi: Sage Publications, 2002, p.10. 
37 DASGUPTA, C. War and Diplomacy in Kashmir, 1947-48, p. 18. 
38 DASGUPTA, C. War and Diplomacy in Kashmir, 1947-48, p. 55 
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himself was more complicated than imagined. Furthermore, he noticed that the Whitehall’s 
view of divergences as a very important starting point for negotiations has proved to be 
wrong, after verifying that India and Pakistan’s proposals were completely different 
regarding matters as the legal accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India. As conversations 
with both governments were proceeding he noticed four main points in which an agreement 
was possible: (a) plebiscite should be held by the United Nations; (b) Indian troops must be 
withdrawn as soon as possible except for small garrisons; (c) freedom of speech; and (d) 
refugees to be allowed to return before the plebiscite.39 Though the discussion over these 
points was heading nowhere, the attacks made by the raiders across the Poonch border were 
another fact that drove the negotiations into a deadlock." As a result, in December it was 
doubtlessly clear that both governments would make no further concessions and they were 
no longer considering the fact that the conflict could escalate into a major war between 
states. As Liaquad was unwilling to influence the raiders in their withdrawn from Kashmir 
before India did the same with its soldiers, Nehru was not considering doing the opposite.  

Mountbatten’s efforts to mediate a peaceful solution have stopped being fruitful and he has 
realized that not only the plebiscite should be addressed to the UN but the whole Kashmir 
Crisis must be mediated by them, after considering the large number of different positions 
and the lack of agreements he has been unable to solve. Not only interests of the 
Commonwealth were in danger but even his position as Governor of India40 as the Indian 
Government began to consider an effective military counter-attack. Again the Governor-
General tried to stress the necessity of a reference to the United Nations and not beginning an 
offensive. As a result of his position, India’s Government agreed to send a formal request for 
the Pakistani government to stop aiding the raiders. The latter called for Pakistan to deny 
access of territory, any kinds of supplies and aid to the tribesman who where attacking 
Kashmir.41 Again these initiatives were unfruitful and the only solution that seemed to be 
valid was the interference of the United Nations. 

 

3.2 The Security Council and its actions 

From the start, discussions over “The India-Pakistan Question” were held with great concern 
due to the lack of negotiation demonstrated by the two States within the last months of 1947. 
India sent a letter dated January 1st, addressed to the president of the Council, which 
presented a situation “likely to endanger international peace and security”42 caused by a 
disrespect over the article 35 of the Charter. On January 6th this question was brought to the 
agenda and representations from India and Pakistan were invited to take part in the 
discussions. The Belgium representative, presiding over the Council, made a statement 
urging both states not to take any measures against the UN Charter because that would 

                                                
39 DASGUPTA, C. War and Diplomacy in Kashmir, 1947-48,  p.78 
40 DASGUPTA, C. War and Diplomacy in Kashmir, 1947-48, p. 99 
41 DASGUPTA, C. War and Diplomacy in Kashmir, 1947-48, p. 101 
42 UNITED NATIONS. The India-Pakistan Question. In: Yearbook of the United Nations 1947-48, v.1 New York. 
United Nations Publications, 1949, p. 387. 
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probably make things even worse. On January 15th both countries were heard over their 
views of the situation. The Indian representative, Gopalaswami Ayyangar, claims that 
tribesmen who invaded Kashmir have been supported – in an indirect manner – by the 
Pakistani Government and urged the Security Council to order the latter to cease with this 
“aggression” and respect the accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India. Zafrulla Khan, the 
Pakistani Foreign Minister, not only answered the question over this issue but also presented 
documents accusing Indian Government of genocide against Muslins and concluded that 
India has been perpetrating “various acts of aggression”43 in order to eliminate the State of 
Pakistan. By this time it was clear that both countries were taking different points of view in 
order to ensure international support over their claims. India stated the difficulties of 
negotiating with Pakistan and clear evidences of aid for the rebels to exercise pressure over 
Kashmir’s accession decision – as withheld of vital commodities.44 Pakistani representative 
blamed Kashmir administration of creating the situation that lead to the invasion of 
tribesmen. As for India, he stated the non-existence of direct channels of negotiation caused 
by them. 

The president of the Council, feeling the necessity of improving the negotiations, proposed a 
draft resolution which stated both countries should “inform the Council immediately of any 
material change in the situation while the matter is under consideration of the council”.45 
Though representatives from USSR and Argentina felt the document was of no importance, 
as it was already clear how both countries were trying to set their positions, the resolution 
passed – becoming UNSC Resolution 38 – and was followed by a round of negotiations 
between the presidency itself and the Dominions’ representatives. These discussions led into 
another resolution – UNSC Resolution 39 – approved during the 230th meeting, on January 
20th, where the president of the Council stated what he perceived as crucial requests from 
both parties. The document presented a new fact, the creation of a “Commission of the 
Security Council”46 to investigate the acts and facts in loco as a mediator of the Council’s 
decisions, under the article 34 of the Charter. It would be formed by three members, two 
decided by each of the countries and one chosen by the both of them in order to provide the 
impartiality needed for the question at hand.47 The day after this resolution a change in the 
agenda was made: the question became known as “The India-Pakistan Question” instead of 
“The Jammu and Kashmir Question” as it was seen, after Pakistani’s claims, that there was a 
wide range of issues involved in the conflict. 

These resolutions made some great improvements in both countries’ positions, such as 
willingness to hold a plebiscite and let the population decide over the accession issue. By the 
end of the month India’s points were especially the necessity of having a partial withdrawal 
of troops, leaving a small number of soldiers to secure the plebiscite and the formation of a 
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mediator of the conflict. 
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Council of Ministers to be settled by the Maharajah, with Sheik Abdullah as the Prime 
Minister. This temporary administration would form a national assembly responsible for the 
creation of a National Government which would make the plebiscite under the UN 
auspices.48 Pakistan insisted on having another draft resolution of the commission that was 
formed. Their concerns involved mostly the impartiality of a temporary administration to be 
formed and the total withdrawal of Indian troops. After considering these complaints, the 
president noticed that there were three points which both States had agreed as important to 
the matter: cessation of fighting, cooperation from parties in this objective and ensuring 
plebiscite freedom.49 His draft resolutions dealt with the supervision of the plebiscite and the 
Commission and its duties regarding promotion of “cessation of acts of hostility and 
violence”.50 Again Pakistan stated that it was irrelevant to discuss how the plebiscite would 
be made since they were putting their efforts to cease the confrontations which were the 
cause of having the United Nations mediating the question. On the other hand India focused 
its arguments over the aid provided for tribesmen by the Government of Pakistan.  

By mid-February most of representations had already agreed that the sovereignty of Jammu 
and Kashmir was also at discussion, not only the conflict. These positions played a great part 
in the draft resolution presented by the Colombian representative which synthesized the 
situation so far in Security Council’s meetings. It dealt with: a) the international role in the 
plebiscite; b) the interim administration and its importance; c) recommendations for the 
Commission; d) the need of having five members in the latter.51 Since there was no general 
agreement until that moment, the Pakistan representative stated that India was trying to 
influence the plebiscite by putting Sheik Abdullah in the temporary administration and that 
the Muslim League would only stop their action if everyone supported the plebiscite. At this 
time India requested an adjournment of the session and despite the fact that negotiations 
were suddenly stopped some members saw this as an opportunity to move forward other 
topics into discussion. During the rest of the month the Council focused particularly in three 
issues that were stated by India and Pakistan: the question of Junagadh and other States, the 
non-implementation of agreements and the Muslim genocide.52 

In March, when the Security Council went back to work, India’s representative insisted that 
an international administration for the plebiscite would interfere on internal constitutional 
matters and a total withdrawal of troops was impossible, taking into consideration their 
obligation in defending Kashmir. At the same time Pakistan seemed to be going into another 
direction as they considered impossible not having international participation in the interim 
government. It also viewed India’s positions as clear demonstrations of their will to influence 
the results of the plebiscite. The Chinese representative, now in the presidency, presented 
another draft resolution in March 18th, regarding what was called the Articles of 
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Settlement:53 the restoration of peace and order, the plebiscite and the interim government. 
This proposal showed itself fairly accurate regarding the problems raised by Indian 
delegation when stating that Pakistan should exercise their influence to withdraw all 
tribesman at the same time that a portion of Indian troops could remain in order to secure the 
region. Nevertheless, it was rejected by Pakistan, again leading the discussions to a deadlock. 
The last few weeks have been quite agitated, as the Security Council, instead of having full 
sessions, has made semi-formal meetings with a small number of members to consider 
amendments for the draft resolution presented by Ambassador Tsiang Ting-Fu. Especially 
the United States, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Canada and China have done a lot of work 
in order to reach a more fruitful document which can be accepted by both countries. 

Each day it becomes clearer that the Pakistani government would attain to its position of not 
asking the tribesmen to stop if they do not get a compromise from India over its good will in 
the plebiscite and in a new government taking over the administration of Jammu and 
Kashmir. On the other hand, Prime Minister Nehru’s position over the role played by the 
Security Council has been deteriorating and his Cabinet’s view is even more favorable to a 
counter-attack. Therefore, April will be a crucial month for members of the Council to 
improve their negotiations searching for a truce between these parties. Otherwise, the 
escalation of the conflict is almost inevitable. 

 

4 BLOC POSITIONS 
 

Bearing in mind the potential strategic, political, and economic significance of the region, the 
international community’s desire is the establishment of peace and stability in the state of 
Jammu and Kashmir. Any conflict in this area may not only bring consequences to nearby 
countries, but can also break the very delicate political order of the world and put an end to 
unsteady peace.  

With the end of the Second World War, the newborn division of political forces and the 
security fears that it brought, surges up the necessity to identify major elements of countries’ 
interest in every region of the globe. In this context, nations, such as the United Kingdom, 
the United States, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the People’s Republic of China 
and France have a major role in the international scenario facing this diplomatic challenge: 
trying to avoid skirmishes that could result in grave consequences to the entire world.     

 For the United States, the Indian subcontinent is not vital, but a region of major significance. 
Size, resources and location are the main factors that justify the importance of India and 
Pakistan for Americans. Together, the two countries contain about one-fifth of the total 
world population and a land mass comparable to Europe. The area also has an important 
economic value. It is a major source of raw materials, carrying charges for the United 
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Kingdom, therefore strengthening the United Kingdom’s and also Western Europe efforts 
toward the economic recovery.54  

The United States’ policy toward the new nations of India and Pakistan was clearly defined 
after the partition of the Indian subcontinent. They have sought the promotion of regional 
stability, the establishment of stable and peaceful states of Western orientation and the 
resistance to Communist threats – either internal or external. It is important to stress that the 
United States used to follow the United Kingdom’s lead on all substantive matter related to 
South Asia. “The subcontinent, after all, had long been, and probably would remain 
indefinitely, within the British sphere of influence.”55 To promote an Indo-Pakistani 
rapprochement has been the principal emphasis of Anglo-American diplomatic activity in the 
region.56  

One of the key States involved, the United Kingdom, has clearly shown its position against 
any kind of conflict the Jammu and Kashmir question might bring. With the partition and the 
inevitable creation of two separate countries, India and Pakistan, United Kingdom sees itself 
in a position of assisting both sides to reach a pacific arrangement in order to maintain its 
friendly relations with the infant independent states and the stability of the area. Another 
important aspect is the protection of the British population living in Pakistan and India. 
There are several British employees working in the government and administration of both 
former colonies. Any conflict could put United Kingdom in a very delicate situation.57  

It is important to remember that this conflict involves members of the considered “widely 
representative international organization”: the Commonwealth of Nations. India and Pakistan 
contend in the international forum, and the United Kingdom and Canada are members of the 
Security Council. The special ties existing among the members have been recognized by 
countries outside the Commonwealth, which makes Canada and the United Kingdom have a 
singular role in the mediation of the problem.58 Canada also considers South Asia as a crucial 
region to their interests, impossible to be ignored by Canadian policy makers, whether in an 
economic or a strategic perspective.59 

The strengthening in relations between the Soviet Union and Iran, Turkey and West Asia 
made countries from the West review their guidelines in South Asia. India has sought to 
maintain its independent political position; meanwhile, Pakistan has become a consistent 
support for American foreign policy projects. The friendship with Pakistan, a nation abutting 
China and Soviet Central Asia, also “[has] implied protection of Anglo-American interests in 
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the oil-rich Persian Gulf”.60 With the discovery of oil in the Middle East, India has no longer 
been the main focus of attentions – although it continues to be extremely important. 

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics clearly maintains better relations with India than 
with Pakistan. Even so, in the creation of Pakistan, the Soviet Union evidenced no hostility 
and established immediately diplomatic relations with the new state. The Soviet Union is 
deeply involved with Europe, and Pakistan has pursued a policy of establishing pacific 
relations with all countries – Communist or non-Communist.61 Some say that “commitment 
to Western policies has only been partial – in so far as it was expected to benefit national 
interests – and not always enthusiastic.”62 It is also said that the lack of understanding among 
the two countries is due to lack of knowledge, consequence of the British influence in 
Pakistan. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union adopts a neutral position in Jammu-Kashmir 
issue.63 The USSR exercises a leading role among the Soviet countries. Countries like 
Ukraine, however, have their position against a possible conflict. 

The People’s Republic of China is certainly one of the most affected countries in the case of 
conflict, considering not only geographical aspects – Kashmir borders China – but also 
cultural ones. China and India are the most populous nations in the world. China has 
maintained its policy of neutrality on the dispute between India and Pakistan.64 Even with the 
known peaceful China-India affairs, the contact with Pakistan also has been friendly.65 It is 
said that if China chooses not to keep this impartiality, it might take advantage of India-
Pakistan distrust, reaping the economic and political rewards that may come with the 
extension of her influence.66 

Other member States of the Security Council, namely France, Belgium, Argentina, Colombia 
and Syria, have fewer interests in the zone. These nations support the promotion of stability 
in the region and the peaceful establishment of India and Pakistan. That is the reason they 
have an important role in the dispute, acting as a mediators between India and Pakistan and 
also in the debates involving the Council members.  
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5 QUESTIONS TO PONDER 
 

5.1 Taking into account the Security Council’s primary role of maintaining international 
peace and security, what can it do to prevent the escalation of this issue into a war between 
India and Pakistan? Furthermore, are there any mechanisms it can establish to ensure that the 
solution achieved is a lasting one? 

5.2 Both parties have already agreed on a plebiscite to decide on Kashmir’s accession. When 
and how should it happen? What will be exactly the role of the United Nations in it? How 
must we factor in the migration flow into and out of Kashmir, as they could directly affect 
the plebiscite’s result? 

5.3 The Security Council, in Resolution 39, established a Commission to “proceed to the 
spot as soon as possible” to investigate the problem. As of yet, however, there has not been 
any progress on the works of the Commission. What can the Security Council do to 
accelerate them? 
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